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A Call to the Future
The New Air Force Strategic Framework

America’s Airmen are amazing. Even after more than two decades of
nonstop combat operations, they continue to rise to every challenge put
before them. I wish I could say that things are about to get easier, but I
cannot, because the dominant trends point to a complex future that will
challenge us in new and demanding ways. Adversaries are emerging in
all shapes and sizes, and the pace of technological and societal change is
increasing—with a corresponding increase in the demand for air, space,
and cyber power. In this context, senior United States Air Force (USAF)
leaders realize we need a single, integrated strategy to focus the way our
service organizes, trains, and equips the force to conduct future opera-
tions. We need a strategy that points the way forward and does not limit
us to an intractable view of the future—one that is actionable, with clear
goals and vectors that are implementable, assessable, and revisable. This
article describes that strategy—the new USAF strategic framework for
strategy-driven resourcing.

Intellectual Preparation

In a 2014 Air and Space Power Journal article, I explained how Airmen
contribute to the nation’s defense by providing global vigilance, global
reach, and global power for America.! The article introduced two key
documents: The World'’s Greatest Air Force: Powered by Airmen, Fueled by
Innovation, and Global Vigilance, Global Reach, Global Power for Amer-
ica. For the USAF, these documents represent an aspirational future, as-
sert the enduring importance of airpower, and define our core missions.
These key documents represent the beginning of what I expect will be
the reinvigoration of USAF strategic thought for the coming decades.

For the next step in this journey, I want to discuss the USAF’s new
strategic framework that will guide us as we move forward. We have
recently released two important documents in our strategic document
series—Americas Air Force: A Call to the Future, which is the USAF’s
strategic vision, and the USAF Strategic Master Plan (SMP), which trans-

lates that conceptual strategy into comprehensive guidance, goals, and

This article courtesy of Air and Space Power Journal 29, no. 3 (May—June 2015): 4-10.
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objectives.? Together, these documents lead the Strategy, Planning, and
Programming Process (SP3) that will arm and empower the USAE in
collaboration with our partners, to defeat adversaries and to defend the
nation and our allies in a complex future. Additionally, an upcoming
Air Force Future Operating Concept will add to the document series by
describing how we will operate in the future and how new capabilities
will fit together.

America’s Air Force: A Call to the Future

The Air Forces ability to continue to adapt and respond faster
than our potential adversaries is the greatest challenge we face over
the next 30 years.

—Americas Air Force: A Call to the Future (2014)

A Call to the Future provides the long-term imperatives and vectors
for our service to ensure it is able to execute our core missions over the
next several decades and is the lead document in our strategic document
series. It builds upon “who we are” and “what we do” and provides a

(13 ’)3 . . .
path to “where we need to go.”” That path is strategic in nature and ex-
tends beyond the budget horizon to ensure our USAF meets the nation’s
defense needs over the next 30 years. A Call to the Future is the natural
A
companion to 7he World’s Greatest Air Force: Powered by Airmen, Fueled
by Innovation, since the two together provide the broad vision of the

USAE

Strategic Context and Challenge

Understanding that we cannot “see” into the future, four emerging
trends provide a strategic context for the strategy. The USAF will need
to win in complex battlespaces characterized by rapidly changing tech-
nological breakthroughs, geopolitical instability, a wide range of operat-
ing environments, and an increasingly important and vulnerable global
commons. These trends will shape the operational environment and
highlight the broader strategic issues for national defense.

Speed is a common thread among these trends. As A Call to the Fu-
ture states, “We must commit to changing those things that stand be-
tween us and our ability to rapidly adapt.”® Faster adaptation and re-
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sponse—what 1 call strategic agility—will sustain the USAF’s unique
contributions that are critical to the nation. Our challenge is to develop
and nurture a future USAF that will excel in solving national security
problems and that is appropriate for the rapid pace of change occurring
throughout the world.

The Air Force We Need

A Call ro the Future emphasizes two strategic imperatives—agility and
inclusiveness—to position the USAF for success in the coming decades.’
Agility is the counterweight to the uncertainty of the future and its asso-
ciated rate of change. More than a slogan, agility is a call for significant,
measurable steps to enhance our ability to wield innovative concepts
and advanced capabilities in unfamiliar, dynamic situations. By embrac-
ing strategic agility, the USAF will be able to move past the twentieth
century’s industrial-era processes and paradigms and be ready for the
globally connected, information-based world of the coming decades.
We will become more agile in the ways we cultivate and educate Airmen
and in how we develop and acquire capabilities. Our operational train-
ing, employment, organizational structures, and personnel interactions
must also become more agile.

Inclusiveness recognizes that “none of us is as smart as all of us.” The
ability to harness diversity of thought within our Airmen and our part-
ners is the key to developing a truly agile force because it ensures we
are leveraging the broadest set of resources to produce the maximum
number of options. To do this, we will focus on improving the structure
of the USAF team, evolving our culture to address emerging challenges,
and strengthening our connections both external and internal to the
service.

Strategic Vectors for the Future

A Call to the Future lays out five strategic vectors along which the
USAF will posture for the future, focus investments, implement institu-
tional changes, and develop employment concepts.(’

e Provide effective twenty-first-century deterrence. The nuclear mission
remains the clear priority, and the USAF will continue to ensure we
have the capabilities necessary to sustain a credible ground-based
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and airborne nuclear deterrent. In addition, the USAF must pursue
a suite of options to deter a wide range of actors.

* Maintain a robust and flexible global integrated intelligence, sur-
veillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) capability. To counter growing
threats and meet expanding requirements, the USAF will employ a
robust and diverse network of sensors arrayed across the air, space,
and cyber domains. ISR will become more timely, efficient, flexible,
and effective; it will also be a robust and survivable force multiplier
for operators.

* Ensure a full-spectrum-capable, high-end-focused force. The USAF
must focus on capabilities that enable freedom of maneuver and
decisive action in highly contested spaces. However, we must retain
the skills and capabilities to succeed in conflict across the spectrum
of intensity and range of military operations.

* Pursue a multidomain approach to our five core missions. Full integra-
tion of the air, space, and cyberspace domains is the next leap in
the evolution of our service. Future Airmen will intuitively address
problems with a multidomain mind-set.

* Continue the pursuit of game-changing technologies. The USAF must
maintain a technological edge over our adversaries by shrewdly
seeking out, developing, and mastering cutting-edge technologies—
wherever and whenever they emerge.

To Organize, Train, and Equip

A Call to the Future does not constitute an airpower employment strat-
egy. It is a strategy that transcends multiple domains. The USAF strategy
is also 70 a road map focused solely on next year’s budget or a “stay the
course” mentality. These matters, important as they may be in the short
term, are not critical to the institutional USAF three decades from now.
The strategy is about becoming more agile and adaptive. It is a frame-
work to guide acquisition, science and technology, human capital, and
other investments. It is also a broad strategic path for the next 30 years
coupled with the recognition of an evolving environment that demands

a new approach by the USAE
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The Plan

The recently released Strategic Master Plan (SMP) describes what we
will do to implement the USAF’s strategic imperatives and vectors, mak-
ing them reality. It translates strategic vision into action by providing
authoritative direction for service-wide planning and prioritization. The
SMP includes four annexes—“Human Capital,” “Strategic Posture,”
“Capabilities,” and “Science and Technology”—that provide more spe-
cific guidance and direction, further aligning the SMP's goals and objec-
tives to future resource decisions. Certain sections will remain classified
to ensure critical elements of the future force stay linked to the overall
strategy. However, most of the SMP remains unclassified to ensure wide
distribution and unambiguous direction for the USAE An ambitious
and far-reaching undertaking, the base SMP will be updated every two
years, with the annexes reviewed annually, to ensure a consistent and
relevant connection between today’s realities and tomorrow’s potential.

Converting Conceptual Strategy into Programmatic Reality

The SP3 places strategy at the head of the programming and budget-
ing process. Without the SP3, the strategy and SMP are merely words
on paper. The SP3 connects the strategic document series to day-to-day
operations and is the strategic roadmap. The process translates strategy
into programs and capabilities that are budgeted and funded—and then
become reality. This iterative process ensures strategy and plans serve as
the overarching framework for program development in a repeatable
manner. It will also provide a unified, understandable, and consistent
USAF message, clearly linked to strategic guidance—one that senior
leaders can focus on to provide direction.

The USAF strategy and the SMP provide authoritative guidance to
key planners across the Air Staff and major commands. These planners
will align their supporting plans with the goals and objectives of the
SMP as they apply their expertise to inform planning and resourcing. In
particular, core function leads will produce core function support plans
that further refine resource planning in support of national security and
the joint force.” Other USAF flight plans will address issues that are
not fully covered by the core function support plans. These flight plans
will provide additional guidance and specific direction for crosscutting
issues and other functional areas throughout the USAF Together, these
plans create a constellation of supporting and directive documents to
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ensure the strategy becomes reality. The SP3’s integration process en-
ables USAF senior leaders to make critical planning choices based on
a comprehensive, unified portfolio of priorities, risks, and capabilities.

In this more robust strategy-driven environment, commanders and
staffs will have proper direction and the necessary authority to reach
goals by working discrete but connected actions. The guidance and di-
rection in the SMP are designed to enable better enterprise-wide solu-
tions to challenges and close the gaps that can form in execution. Those
ideas and concepts that are not linked to SP3 or are not relevant will be
easily identifiable; thus, they can be terminated to make room for new
ideas and initiatives. The greater USAF enterprise will remain engaged
and current, ready to resource and execute required programs to make
progress on our strategic goals. Previously disconnected, these actions
maintain vertical and lateral links across the force—epitomizing the bal-
ance of centralized control with decentralized execution.

A Concept of Operations for the Future

This summer, we plan to release a new Air Force Future Operating
Concept that will further inform strategic planning by describing how
Airmen will operate the capabilities wielded by the future USAF and
how those capabilities will fit together. A natural companion for A Call
to the Future, this document will provide an innovative portrayal of how
an agile, multidomain USAF will operate in 20 years time. It will de-
scribe future capabilities in broad terms and how these capabilities will
fit into the future environment. The concept will depict a desired fu-
ture USAF that is the product of two decades of successful evolution in
strategy-informed planning and resourcing; furthermore, it will serve as
a baseline for continued concept development, experimentation, and
refinement.

Whether you are a USAF leader, joint operator, government partner,
or trusted ally, the Future Operating Concept will help articulate what
role Airmen will assume in the future defense of the United States. It
will frame the strategic picture of the USAF and coalesce the impera-

tives, vectors, and goals present in A Call to the Future and instituted by
the SMP.
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A Call to Action

Because strategy is not prescient, we must be adaptive as we seek to
balance the present with the future. Some key decisions that will have
lasting effects long into the future must be made now. We will make
those decisions by connecting new concepts and plans to the strategic
framework. To the operator in the field, it may be difficult to find your
direct connection to the entire SP3 process—such a long-range strategy
may seem divorced from today’s reality. However, you are connected;
our future will be built on your skills, experiences, and insights. I am
confident in you, and I trust your judgment. We will continue to or-
ganize, train, and equip you to win today’s fights while we evolve to
confront tomorrow’s challenges. That is why we have created a broad
strategic framework, which includes mission, vision, and strategic con-
text, to answer our nation’s call.

To all readers, I leave you with closing thoughts from 7he Worlds
Greatest Air Force: Powered by Airmen, Fueled by Innovation: “The United
States Air Force is a remarkable success story! Our history may be shorrt,
but our heritage is legendary. We truly stand on the shoulders of heroes.
Those heroes expect us to make this Air Force even better. To do thar,
each of us must find new ways to win the fight, strengthen the team, and
shape the future. Every Airman, every day, can make a difference—be
that Airman!”® W6

Gen Mark A. Welsh 111
Chief of Staff

United States Air Force

Notes

1. Mark A. Welsh III, “Global Vigilance, Global Reach, Global Power for America,” Air
and Space Power Journal 28, no. 2 (March—April 2014): 4-10, http://www.airpower.maxwell
.af.mil/digital/pdf/articles/2014-Mar-Apr/SLP-Welsh.pdf.

2. Headquarters US Air Force (HQ USAF), Americas Air Force: A Call to the Future
(Washington, DC: HQ USAE July 2014), http://airman.dodlive.mil/files/2014/07/AF_30
_Year_Strategy_2.pdf; and recently published Strategic Master Plan.

3. HQ USAF, The World’s Greatest Air Force: Powered by Airmen, Fueled by Innovation—A
Vision for the United States Air Force (Washington, DC: HQ USAE January 2013), htp://
www.osi.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-130111-016.pdf; and HQ USAE, Global Vigi-
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lance, Global Reach, Global Power Jor America (Washington, DC: HQ USAF, n.d.), htep://
www.af.mil/Portals/1/images/airpower/GV_GR_GP_300DPL. pdf.

4. HQ USAE Americas Air Force, 8.

5. Ibid., 9-13.

6. Ibid., 14-19.

7. Core functions refer to the USAF’s 12 service core functions: Agile Combat Support,
Air Superiority, Building Partnerships, Command and Control, Cyberspace Superiority,
Global Integrated ISR, Global Precision Attack, Nuclear Deterrence Operations, Personal
Recovery, Rapid Global Mobility, Space Superiority, and Special Operations. Core function
leads are major commands designated to lead each of the core functions, which is captured in
core function support plans.

8. HQ USAE World’s Greatest Air Force, 4.
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Chinese Military Modernization

Implications for Strategic Nuclear Arms Control

China’s political and military objectives in Asia and worldwide differ
from those of the United States and Russia, reflecting a perception of
that nation’s own interests and of its anticipated role in the emerging
world order.! Its growing portfolio of smart capabilities and modernized
platforms includes stealth aircraft, antisatellite warfare systems, quiet
submarines, “brilliant” torpedo mines, improved cruise missiles, and
the potential for disrupting financial markets. Among other indicators,
China’s already deployed and future Type 094 Jin-class nuclear ballistic
missile submarines (SSBN), once they are equipped as planned with
JL-2 submarine launched ballistic missiles, will for the first time enable
Chinese SSBNs to target parts of the United States from locations near
the Chinese coast. Along with this, China’s fleet of nuclear-powered at-
tack submarines supports an ambitious anti-access/area denial (A2/AD)
strategy to deter US military intervention to support allied interests in
Asia against Chinese wishes.? China’s diplomacy creates additional space
for maneuver between Russian and American perceptions. While China
may lack the commitment to arms control transparency, the nation’s
current and future military modernization entitles Beijing to participate
in future Russian-American strategic nuclear arms control talks.

Entering China into the US-Russian nuclear-deterrence equation
creates considerable analytical challenges, for a number of reasons. To
understand these challenges one must consider the impact of China’s
military modernization, which creates two follow-on challenges: escala-
tion control and nuclear signaling.

Military Modernization

China’s military modernization is going to change the distribution of
power in Asia, including the distribution of nuclear and missile forces.
This modernization draws not only on indigenous military culture but
also on careful analysis of Western and other experiences. As David Lai
has noted, “The Chinese way of war places a strong emphasis on the
use of strategy, stratagems, and deception. However, the Chinese under-
stand that their approach will not be effective without the backing of
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hard military power. China’s grand strategy is to take the next 30 years
to complete China’s modernization mission, which is expected to turn
China into a true great power by that time.”?

Chinese military modernization and defense guidance for the use of
nuclear and other missile forces hold some important implications for
US policy. First, Chinese thinking is apparently quite nuanced about
the deterrent and defense uses for nuclear weapons. Despite the accom-
plishments of modernization thus far, Chinese leaders are aware that
their forces are far from nuclear-strategic parity with the United States
or Russia. Conversely, China may not aspire to this model of nuclear-
strategic parity, such as between major nuclear powers, as the key to
war avoidance by deterrence or other means. China may prefer to sce
nuclear weapons as one option among a spectrum of choices available
in deterring or fighting wars under exigent conditions and as a means of
supporting assertive diplomacy and conventional operations when nec-
essary. Nuclear-strategic parity, as measured by quantitative indicators
of relative strength, may be less important to China than the qualitative
use of nuclear and other means as part of broader diplomatic-military
strategies.t

Second, China is expanding its portfolio of military preparedness not
only in platforms and weapons but also in the realms of command, con-
trol, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
naissance (C4ISR) and information technology. Having observed the
US success in Operation Desert Storm against Iraq in 1991, Chinese
military strategists concluded that the informatization of warfare under
all conditions would be a predicate to future deterrence and defense op-
erations.’ As Paul Bracken has noted, the composite effect of China’s de-
velopments is to make its military more agile—meaning, more rapidly
adaptive and flexible.® The empbhasis on agility instead of brute force re-
inforces traditional Chinese military thinking. Since Sun Tzu, the acme
of skill has been winning without fighting, but if war is unavoidable,
delivering the first and decisive blows is essential. This thinking also
stipulates that one should attack the enemy’s strategy and his alliances,
making maximum use of deception and basing such attacks on superior
intelligence and estimation. The combination of improved platforms
and command-control and information warfare should provide options
for the selective use of precision fire strikes and cyberattacks against pri-
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ority targets while avoiding mass killing and fruitless attacks on enemy
strongholds.”

Escalation Control

Another characteristic of the Chinese military modernization that is
important for nuclear deterrence and arms control in Asia is the problem
of escalation control. Two examples or aspects of this problem might be
cited here. First, improving Chinese capabilities for nuclear deterrence
and for conventional warfighting increases Chinese leaders’ confidence
in their ability to carry out an A2/AD strategy against the United States
or another power seeking to block Chinese expansion in Asia. This con-
fidence might be misplaced in the case of the United States. The United
States is engaged in a “pivot” in its military-strategic planning and de-
ployment to Asia and, toward that end, is developing US doctrine and
supporting force structure for “AirSea Battle” countermeasures against
Chinese A2/AD strategy.?

Another problem of escalation control is the question of nuclear crisis
management between a more muscular China and its Asian neighbors
or others. During the Cold War era, Asia was a comparative nuclear
weapons backwater, since the attention of US and allied North Atlantic
Treaty Organization policy makers and military strategists was focused
on the US-Soviet arms race. However, the world of the twenty-first cen-
tury is very different. Europe, notwithstanding recent contretemps in
Ukraine, is a relatively pacified security zone compared to the Middle
East or to South and East Asia, and post—Cold War Asia is marked by
five nuclear weapons states: Russia, China, India, Pakistan, and North
Korea. The possibility of a nuclear weapon use, growing out of a conven-
tional war between India and Pakistan or China and India, is nontrivial,
and North Korea poses a continuing uncertainty of two sorts. This latter
nation might start a conventional war on the Korean peninsula, or the
Kim Jung-un regime might implode, leaving uncertain the command
and control over the nation’s armed forces, including nuclear weapons
and infrastructure.’

The problem of keeping nuclear-armed states below the threshold
of first use or containing escalation afterward was difhicult enough to
explain within the more simplified Cold War context. Uncertainties
would be even more abundant with respect to escalation control in the
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aftermath of a regional Asian war. There is also the possibility of a US-
Chinese nuclear incident at sea or a clash over Taiwan escalating into
conventional conflict, accompanied by political misunderstanding and
the readying of nuclear forces as a measure of deterrence. The point is
US and Chinese forces would not actually have to fire nuclear weapons
to use them. Nuclear weapons would be involved in the conflict from
the outset, as offstage reminders that the two states could stumble into a
mutually unintended process of escalation.

An important correction or cautionary note must be introduced at
this point. Policy makers and strategists have sometimes talked as if nu-
clear weapons always serve to dampen escalation instead of exacerbating
it. This might be a valid theoretical perspective under normal peacetime
conditions. However, once a crisis begins—and especially after shooting
has started—the other face of nuclear danger will appear. Thereafter, re-
assurance based on the assumption that nuclear first use is unthinkable
may give way to such an attack becoming very thinkable. As Michael S.
Chase has warned, miscalculation in the middle of a crisis is a “particu-
larly troubling possibility,” heightened by uncertainty about messages
the sides are sending to one another and/or leaders’ overconfidence in
their ability to control escalation.!”

The “Thucydides Trap” and Nuclear Signaling

Chinese decisions about nuclear force modernization will not take
place in a political vacuum. One important issue for US-Chinese strate-
gic planning is whether China and the United States will allow their po-
litical relations to fall into the “Thucydides trap,” which refers to the re-
lationship between a currently leading or hegemonic military power and
a rising challenger—as in the competition between a dominant Athens
and a rising Sparta preceding the Peloponnesian War.!! The Thucydides
trap occurs when a leading and rising power sees their competition as a
zero-sum game in which any gain for one side automatically results in a
commensurate loss in power or prestige for the other side. It is neither
necessary nor obvious that US-Chinese diplomatic-strategic behavior be
driven to this end. However, China’s challenges in Asia against US or al-
lied Pacific interests might provoke a regional dispute with the potential
to escalate into a more dangerous US-Chinese confrontation, including
resort to nuclear deterrence or threats of nuclear first use.
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Even if both Washington and Beijing avoid the Thucydides trap,
China has the option of using nuclear weapons for diplomatic or strate-
gic objectives short of war or explicit nuclear threats. We miss important
possibilities for the political exploitation of nuclear weapons if we con-
fine our analysis of China’s options to threats or acts of nuclear first use
or first strike. The following list includes some of the ways China might
signal nuclear weapons use to support its foreign policy in possible con-
frontations with the United States or US Asian allies:

Nuclear tests during a political crisis or confrontation

Military maneuvers with nuclear-capable missile submarines or na-
val surface forces

Generated alert for air defense forces to reinforce declaration of an
expanded air defense identification zone closed to all foreign traffic

Open acknowledgment of hitherto unannounced—and undetected
by foreign intelligence—long- and intermediate-range missiles
based underground in tunnels on moveable or mobile launchers

Adoption of a launch-on-warning policy in case of apparent enem
g policy PP y
preparations for nuclear first use

Cyberattacks against military and critical infrastructure targets in
the United States or against a US ally, including important military
and command-control networks in Asia, preceded or accompanied
by movement of forces to improve first-strike survivability against
conventional or nuclear attack

Relocation of People’s Liberation Army Second Artillery command
centers to more protected sites

Preparation for antisatellite launches against US or other satellites
in low earth orbit

Mobilization of reserves for military units that are nuclear capable

Shake-up of the chain of command for political or military control
of nuclear forces or force components

None of the preceding activities would necessarily be accompanied by
explicit threats of nuclear first use or retaliation. Chinese political and
military leaders would expect US intelligence to notice the actions and
hope for US forbearance. China’s expectation might include either a

STRATEGIC STUDIES QUARTERLY 4 SUMMER 2015 [ I5 ]



willingness to settle a disagreement based on the status quo or on some
newly acceptable terms. Creative analysts or experienced military and
intelligence professionals could expand the preceding list; it is neither
exhaustive nor definitive of China’s options for nuclear-related signaling.

Contrary to some expert opinion, the relationship between China’s
ability to exploit its nuclear arsenal for political or military-deterrent
purposes and China’s apparent expertise in cyberwar deserves closer
scrutiny. It is true nuclear war and cyberwar inhabit separate universes
in terms of organization, mission, and technology. Moreover, the con-
sequences of a nuclear war would certainly be more destructive than
any cyberwar fought between the same states or coalitions. In addition,
deterrence seems easier to apply as a concept to nuclear war, compared
to cyberwar. Among other reasons, the problem of attribution in the
case of a nuclear attack is simple compared to the case of a cyberattack.'?

Notwithstanding the preceding caveats, in the information age it is
likely that cyber and nuclear worlds will have overlapping concerns and
some mutually supporting technologies. For the foreseeable future,
nuclear-strategic command and control, communications, reconnais-
sance and surveillance, and warning systems—unlike those of the Cold
War—will be dependent upon the fault tolerance and fidelity of infor-
mation networks, hardware and software, and security firewalls and en-
cryption. Therefore, these systems and their supporting infrastructures
are candidate targets in any enemy version of the US Nuclear Response
Plan (formerly Single Integrated Operational Plan). In thinking about
this nuclear and cyber nexus, it becomes useful to distinguish between a
state’s planning for a preventive versus a preemptive attack.

During the Cold War, most of the nuclear-deterrence literature was
focused on the problem of nuclear preemption, in which a first-strike
nuclear attack would be taken under the assumption that the opponent
had already launched its nuclear forces or had made a decision to do so.
On the other hand, preventive nuclear war was defined as a premedi-
tated decision by one state to weaken a probable future enemy before
that second state could pose an unacceptable threat of attack. Most Cold
War political leaders and their military advisors rightly regarded preven-
tive nuclear war as an ethically unacceptable and strategically dysfunc-
tional option.?

In a world in which the day-to-day functioning of military forces
and civil society is now dependent upon the Internet and connectiv-
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ity, the option of a preventive war with two phases now presents itself
to nuclear-armed states. In the first phase, selective cyberattacks might
disable key parts of the opponents nuclear response program—espe-
cially nuclear-related C4ISR. In the second phase, a nuclear threat of
first use or first strike might follow against an enemy partially crippled
in its ability to analyze its response options or to order those responses
into prompt effect. If this scenario seems improbable in the context of
large states like the United States, Russia, and China because of their
force and command-control diversity and protection, consider how it
might work in the context of confrontations between smaller nuclear-
armed states, including hypothetical future India-Pakistan or Israel-Iran
showdowns.'® Even in the cases of US conflict with China or Russia (or
between China and Russia), nuclear crisis management would certainly
include preparation for possible cyberattacks preceding or accompany-
ing nuclear first use or first strike.

Conclusion

China is a possible but not inevitable partner for the United States
and Russia if the latter nations are to go forward with post—-New START
strategic nuclear arms reductions. China’s military modernization and
economic capacity create the potential for that nation to deploy within
this decade or soon thereafter a “more than minimum” deterrent suf-
ficient to guarantee unacceptable retaliation against any attack—espe-
cially if China’s less-than-intercontinental-range forces are taken into
account. Chinese missiles and aircraft of various ranges can inflict dam-
age on Russian territory and on US-related targets in Asia, including
US allies and bases. Nevertheless, an open-ended Chinese nuclear mod-
ernization in search of nuclear-strategic parity or superiority compared
to the United States and Russia is improbable and, from the Chinese
perspective, pointless. From a broader diplomatic and military perspec-
tive, it appears the time has arrived for a triangular relationship instead
of a two-sided dialogue on strategic nuclear arms reductions or limita-
tions. NY@]_

Stephen J. Cimbala
Professor of Political Science
Pennsylvania State University Brandywine
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Moral and Political Necessities
for Nuclear Disarmament

An Applied Ethical Analysis
Thomas E. Doyle II

Abstract

In the preparatory meetings for the 2015 Review Conference (Rev-
Con) of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), the nuclear aboli-
tion or disarmament movement has urgently reiterated the demand that
nuclear-weapon states (NWS) must live up to their Article VI commit-
ments as defined by the 1995 and 2000 RevCons’ final reports.! Increas-
ingly, this demand is predicated on a humanitarian imperative o prevent
the horrific effects of nuclear war or nuclear-weapon accident.? The term
humanitarian imperative is the most recent expression of a long-standing
moral demand by the global antinuclear movement that the human and
environmental suffering resulting from nuclear war or accident consti-
tutes a supreme moral evil and, perhaps, a supreme moral emergency.’
The NWS have resolutely resisted this demand, in part because they fear
the effects of instability and insecurity that might result from nuclear
abolition.? Indeed, the results from all of the NPT RevCons have dem-
onstrated that the demand for nuclear abolition has failed to pressure
the NPT NWS to act beyond strategically and politically prudent nu-
clear arms reductions. Moreover, some of the NPT N'WS have initiated
nuclear-weapons modernization projects, which indicate their sustained
commitment to nuclear deterrence for the indefinite future.’

The current political contest between antinuclear global civil-society
groups and the NPT NWS raises two focal questions. First, assum-
ing nuclear disarmament is truly a humanitarian and moral imperative,
what are the policy preconditions for effective implementation? The ac-
ademic and policy literature offers a variety of answers to this question
that is important to review. A second and more important question is

Thomas Doyle is an assistant professor of political science at Texas State University. His research
focuses on the intersection of international security and international ethics. His recently published
book is titled 7he Ethics of Nuclear Weapons Dissemination: Moral Dilemmas of Aspiration, Avoidance, and
Prevention (Routledge, 2015).
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to what degree do such policies ensnare the NPT NWS in unantici-
pated violations of international ethical imperatives? In particular, is it
possible to undertake nuclear abolition in a morally responsible man-
ner if at least one ethical imperative is genuinely violated in the very
effort to realize it?

This article begins with preliminary remarks on the latest efforts by
some global civil-society groups to reframe nuclear abolition as a hu-
manitarian imperative. It then argues that nuclear disarmament is not
likely to happen merely because of the concerted expressions of moral
demand by moral entrepreneurs and global civil-society groups. This is
not to say that moral pressures from such groups are not necessary. On
the contrary, the NPT N'WS are not likely to reconsider their nuclear
options without such pressures. Rather, the demand must be conjoined
to a series of political interactions among rival NWS that resolve, tran-
scend, or significantly mitigate their security, status, and trust dilemmas.
In other words, the morally required end of nuclear abolition might
tragically ensnare nuclear-armed rivals in a range of moral and political
dilemmas that might involve significant instances of moral violation. If
this paradoxical outcome is realized, then the paramount question for
all involved is how to satisfy the moral imperative of nuclear abolition
in ways that are not morally irresponsible.

* ok K Kk K

Nuclear Disarmament as a Humanitarian Imperative

On the sixty-ninth anniversary of the atomic bombing of Hiroshima,
6 August 2014, the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Cres-
cent Societies (IFRC) and International Committee of the Red Cross
(ICRC) released a joint statement titled “Remembering Hiroshima:
Nuclear Disarmament is a Humanitarian Imperative.”® This statement
reiterated resolutions agreed upon by the Council of Delegates of the In-
ternational Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement in 2011, which ex-
pressed deep concern “about the destructive power of nuclear weapons,
the unspeakable human suffering they cause, the difficulty of control-
ling their effects in space and time, the threat they pose to the environ-
ment and to future generations and the risks of escalation they create.”
[t also appealed to states to ensure that nuclear weapons are never used
again and to pursue negotiations that prohibit and completely elimi-

[20]
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nate nuclear weapons based on exiting commitments and international
obligations.” This expressed a long-standing concern of the global anti-
nuclear movement, namely that nuclear war or other large-scale nuclear
accidents inherently constitute a grave moral evil for humankind.®

Several other global civil-society figures and groups were subsequently
motivated to echo this statement, including Nobel Peace Prize laureate
Desmond Tutu. In a recent publication of the International Campaign
to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (ICAN), Tutu echoed the moral call for
nuclear abolition and addressed what he believes to be the central and
most stubborn question of today: why NWS need nuclear weapons.
His answer was twofold: 1) Cold War inertia and 2) a stubborn attach-
ment to the threat of brute force to assert the primacy of some states
over others.? For Tutu, these two answers fall short of genuine military
or moral necessity. Rather, the answers suggest, as United Nations gen-
eral secretary Ban Ki-Moon stated, “There are no right hands for wrong
weapons.” ! Recalling the anti-apartheid campaign he helped start and
lead, Tutu called for measures to repeal the apartheid-like Nonprolifera-
tion Treaty regime and to ban nuclear weapons altogether. To do this,
he called for an irrepressible groundswell of popular opposition along
with intense and sustained pressures from non-nuclear-weapon states
(NNWS): “By stigmatizing the bomb—as well as those who possess
it—we can build tremendous pressure for disarmament.”!!

Of course, the ICRC, IFRC, and ICAN demand is reiterated in the
context of an international nuclear order in which the likelihood of nu-
clear abolition appears remote. As several scholars and policy experts
have argued, the last seven decades have comprised the longest period
of great power peace in modern history, and it seems no accident that
such a peace corresponds to the period of great power nuclear deter-
rence. Even so, the ICRC, IFRC, and ICAN statements seem to reaffirm
the antinuclear community’s continued belief in the argument made by
Lawrence Wittner that the foremost political precondition for nuclear
abolition is a sustained, determined, and organized global civil-society
movement that will not take “no” for an answer.!” Yet, even Wittner
suggests that a global antinuclear movement might not be able to over-
come all the political obstacles to reach a complete nuclear abolition.
If such pessimism is correct, then one needs an account of the other
preconditions that would be necessary or sufficient. Such preconditions
have already been suggested in the Final Report of the 2000 NPT Review
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Conference, such as the effective establishment of a comprehensive nu-
clear-test-ban treaty (CTBT), a fissile materials cut-off treaty (FMCT),
establishment of a nuclear abolition committee within the Conference
on Disarmament, and continued nuclear arms reductions that can be
reliably verified.!?

However, the NPT NWS appear as reluctant to move on these con-
crete disarmament measures as they are to act on nuclear abolition itself.
For instance, the conservatives in Congress have successfully blocked
consideration of the CTBT and FMCT since the Clinton administra-
tion.'* And while the early rhetoric of the Obama administration reaf-
firmed the ultimate objective of a complete and irreversible nuclear dis-
armament, that rhetoric also made clear thar the United States would
be the last NWS to abolish its nuclear weapons.'® For their part, the
British government seems ready to reauthorize their Trident nuclear
missile program.!® The French government is also committed to retain-
ing its nuclear deterrent for the foreseeable future. Although London
and Paris have reduced their nuclear arms stockpiles down to the low
hundreds, both governments seem intent on waiting to do further re-
ductions until significant increases in international security and stabil-
ity are forthcoming.!”

"Two considerations arise in light of the NPT NWS’s reluctance to
move on these and other concrete disarmament preconditions. One is
that their reluctance is linked in part to their ensnarement in a set of
dilemmas of political and moral import. If this is true, it implies that
honoring a humanitarian imperative has both political and moral costs.
This means that it is possible to act on a humanitarian imperative in
a morally (and politically) irresponsible manner. A second and related
consideration is that greater and more serious attention to the general
analysis of the political preconditions might hold the key to pursuing
nuclear abolition in a morally and politically responsible manner. It is
important, however, to test this intuition to determine if realizing any
or all of the preconditions for nuclear abolition might constitute or pro-
duce potential violations of international ethics.

Concrete Policy Measures for Nuclear Disarmament
Many experts and security scholars believe that nuclear disarmament

requires a gradual series of preliminary confidence-building measures

[22]

STRATEGIC STUDIES QUARTERLY 4 Summer 2015



Moral and Political Necessities for Nuclear Disarmament

undertaken by the NWS and key NNWS. These measures are con-
sidered crucial for decreasing mistrust among rival NWS—rewarding
their cooperation, and thereby making it more likely that the NWS’s
verbal commitments to nuclear disarmament will be enacted. The 13
steps outlined in the Final Report of the 2000 NPT Review Conference
comprise the most succinct and authoritative list of such measures.!®
The 13 steps were the product of intense lobbying of the NPT NWS
by the New Agenda Coalition (NAC) states, which formed in 1998
and were originally comprised of the foreign ministers of Brazil, Egypt,
Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand, Slovenia, South Africa, and Sweden."
The NAC 1998 declaration claimed that the NPT N'WS had made in-
sufficient progress on their NPT Article VI disarmament commitments
in the three years following the 1995 indefinite renewal of the NPT
and the time had come to specify concrete measures that would count
as good faith efforts to honor those commitments. As evidenced by the
2000 RevCon Final Report, the NAC succeeded in convincing the NPT
NWS to commit to the 13 steps, which are:

1. immediate and unconditional commitment to a CTBT;

2. verifiable moratorium on all nuclear testing until the CTBT’s en-
try into force;

3. immediate effort within the Conference on Disarmament to bring
into force a treaty on banning the production of fissile materials
for nuclear explosive devices in a reliable and verifiable manner,

otherwise known as the FMCT;

4. immediate effort to establish the mandate for nuclear disarma-
ment within the Conference on Disarmament;

5. commitment by all states to applying a principle of irreversibility
on nuclear disarmament;

6. “unequivocal undertaking by the nuclear-weapon States to ac-
complish the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals leading to
nuclear disarmament, to which all States parties are committed
under Article VI7;

7. immediate undertaking to advance the Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaties between the United States and Russia, and the strength-

ening of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty which had been in force
since the Cold War period;

StraTEGIC STUDIES QUARTERLY 4 Summer 2015 [23 ]



Thomas E. Doyle II

8. completion and implementation of the Trilateral Initiative be-
tween the United States, Russian Federation, and the Interna-

tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA);

9. taking of concrete steps by all NWS toward nuclear disarmament
in a way that promotes international stability and security, such as

a. unilateral nuclear arms reductions,

b. increased transparency in the same,

c. continued reductions of tactical nuclear weapons, stocks,

d. de-alerting of nuclear weapons,

e. diminishing the role of nuclear weapons in national security

doctrines, and

engagement by all NWS in good faith negotiations toward nu-

clear disarmament;

10. placement by all NWS of fissile material no longer required for
military purposes under IAFA verification protocols;

atel

11. reaffirmation by all N'WS of the ultimate objective of nuclear abo-
lition;

12. regular reports by all NPT states parties on the progress in imple-
menting Article VI; and

13. further development of verification capabilities that will ensure
compliance by all to their NPT obligations.2’

The reader might notice the apparent redundancy in this list, insofar
as points 4, 6, 9, and 11 repeat the nuclear abolitionist demand in dif-
ferent ways. Clearly, the NN'WS sought to emphasize that each step
counts as an important indicator of the NPT N'WS’s commitments to
nuclear disarmament. Yet, at least some NWS are as reluctant to commit
to the 13 steps as they are to ascribe to nuclear abolition itself. Thus, it
should be emphasized that the most important preconditions of nuclear
disarmament actually precede the realization of the 13 steps. Indeed,
realizing the steps or nuclear abolition prior to instantiating these pre-
conditions would be morally and politically irresponsible, leading to a
reinvigoration of nuclear proliferation among the great powers.

Preconditions of the Concrete Policy Measures
for Nuclear Disarmament
This section of the article examines the preconditions that an array of

scholars have identified as preliminary to the undertaking of measures
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in the 13 steps. This examination presumes that these preconditions
make it possible for the NWS and key NN'WS to undertake the 13 steps
and ultimately nuclear abolition in a morally and politically responsible
manner. Several key questions emerge about these preconditions with
the aim of determining if morally responsible nuclear disarmament re-
mains an elusive aspiration.

Vigilant Civil-Society Activism

First and foremost, it is highly unlikely that any NPT NWS will con-
form their policies to any of the 13 steps unless a sufficient number
of their citizens put organized and sustained disarmament pressures on
their respective governments. As Lawrence Wittner remarks

Given the tension between the widespread desire for nuclear disarmament and
the national security priorities of the nation-state, nuclear policy usually has
proved a rough compromise, unsatisfactory to either the nuclear enthusiast or
critic. Often it takes the form of arms control, which regulates or stabilizes the
arms race rather than bringing it to an end. . . . Whar, then, will it take to abol-
ish nuclear weapons? As this study suggests, it will certainly require a vigilant
citizenry, supportive of peace and disarmament, groups that will settle for noth-
ing less than banning the Bomb. . . . [Additionally], we need to do no more
(and should do no less) than change that [pathological nation-state] system.”!

Wittner recognizes that neither the NWS’s interests in uncondi-
tional nuclear armament nor the antinuclear movement’s interests in
unconditional nuclear disarmament have prevailed. Rather, a compro-
mise position of nuclear restraint has emerged, which is an internation-
ally regulated regime of nuclear deterrence and nonproliferation.?? Of
course, a perpetual regime of nuclear restraint is inconsistent with the
NPT NWS Article VI commitments as defined by the 13 steps. Article
VI asserts one of the NPT’s grand bargains: that in exchange for the
NNWS remaining non-nuclear, the NWS state-parties commit to ne-
gotiations in good faith to the end of realizing nuclear disarmament.
Even so, Wittner argues that states are not likely to act adequately on
their Article VI commitments without a passionate and vigilant anti-
nuclear movement. And since state leaders can effectively resist disar-
mament pressures because the pathological state system incentivizes such
resistance, Wittner argues that the antinuclear movement must also
work to change this system in significant ways, such as strengthening

international law and orgamimtion.23
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Wittner’s analysis echoes the institutionalist analysis of Ethan Nadel-
mann, who argues that global civil-society pressures to strengthen inter-
national law and organization are jointly necessary to produce changes
in state behaviors.* Citing cases of the international prohibitions of
piracy, privateering, and the slave trade, Nadelmann traces five stages of
regime evolution. First, he finds the targeted activity (piracy, slavery),
which state actors continue to regard as legitimate, is subjected to con-
straints only by reason of prudence or the balancing of other interests.
The second stage involves sustained civil-society efforts to stigmatize the
activity, for example to redefine the activity as evil instead of good. This
stigmatization effort is usually led by moral entrepreneurs, for example
international legal experts, religious leaders, or public intellectuals. The
third stage involves unrelenting advocacy by states won over to the pro-
hibitionist cause to criminalize the activity via international convention.
Convinced states might undertake diplomatic pressures, offer economic
inducements, threaten military action, or otherwise push for a formal-
ized prohibition instrument. The fourth stage involves the creation and
coming into force of the relevant prohibition regime, with the corre-
sponding enforcements against the activity having now been established
as legitimate. The fifth stage involves the corresponding decline of the
activity to no more than obscure or marginal levels.?’

If Nadelmann’s and Wittner’s analyses are correct, vigilant antinuclear
movement pressures are indispensable to the realization of the CTBT,
the FMCT, the agreement on a principle of irreversibility, and the rest of
the 13 steps. The necessary and sufficient conditions of establishing this
global civil-society pressure are difficult to achieve. For this reason, such
a movement cannot be distracted by partial victories or the political tidal
waves that have often redirected policy makers’ focus—such as 9/11 or
Hurricane Katrina.?¢

The Prospect of Deterrence Failure and Deterrence Destabilization

Another precondition of the 13 steps and nuclear abolition is the con-
viction among policy makers and scholars that nuclear deterrence poli-
cies are increasingly likely to fail the longer the deterrence regime lasts. A
corollary awareness is that nuclear reprisal strikes are very likely to follow
any nuclear deterrence failure. In 1986 Joseph Nye admitted that “even if
nuclear deterrence has lasted for nearly four decades, it is difficult to be-
lieve that it will last forever.””” Moreover, there is an increasing historical
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awareness that US nuclear deterrence policies often destabilized regions
and rivalries more than not. According to Francis Gavin, nuclear weap-
ons frequently “nullified the influence of other, more traditional forms
of power, such as conventional forces and economic strength, allowing
the Soviet Union to minimize the United States’ enormous economic,
technological, and even ‘soft power’ advantages. Nuclear weapons also
changed military calculations in potentially dangerous ways. It has long
been understood that in a nuclear environment, the side that strikes first
gains an overwhelming military advantage. This meant that strategies
of preemption, and even preventive war, were enormously appealing.”?®

Gavin’s two-part observation suggests that deterrence failure is mul-
tifaceted. First, overreliance on nuclear deterrence can erode a country’s
general deterrence posture, leaving it vulnerable to decreases in overall
influence and power. In other words, nuclear weapons empower with
one hand and disempower with the other. Additionally, Gavin suggests
that the conventional understanding of deterrence failure—for example,
where US deterrence fails at the point the Russians or another nuclear-
armed power launches a nuclear first strike—is incomplete. It fails also if
the United States succumbs to the temptation to launch a preemptive or
preventive nuclear strike to gain the overwhelming military advantage.
This latter case does not merely count as a failure of Russia or another
country’s nuclear deterrence policy; such a first strike also incentivizes
the attacked country’s reprisal strike, which the United States most defi-
nitely would want to avoid.

Clearly, the elimination of nuclear weapons is the most straightfor-
ward method of preventing nuclear deterrence failure. Not only would
the absence of nuclear weapons cease to produce destabilizing effects
that erode a country’s general deterrence posture, their absence would
also make nuclear reprisal strikes necessarily impossible. If the entire
purpose of a nuclear-deterrence regime was to prevent nuclear war and
if deterrence cannot last forever, then rational policy makers should de-
duce (independent of civil-society pressures) that nuclear disarmament
must be undertaken. Accordingly, the knowledge of the possibilities of
deterrence failure seems essential to cultivating the motivation or deter-
mination to realize the 13 steps. Even so, the global antinuclear move-
ment might also have to pressure policy makers toward this understand-
ing, because those policy makers would remain pathologically wed to
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national-security thinking over and above what history and probability
recommend.

Security Dilemma Sensibility

A third precondition is suggested by Ken Booth and Nicholas J.
Wheeler's concept of security-dilemma sensibility.? The superpowers’
nuclear strategies during the Cold War were often explained as a func-
tion of the security dilemma, in which state A decision to augment its
(nuclear) force posture generates sufficient insecurities in state B such
that B in turn develops or augments its own (nuclear) forces. In Booth
and Wheeler’s view, this conventional definition of security dilemma
is conceptually confused insofar as it describes a paradox more than a
dilemma. In contrast, a security dilemma is a two-level strategic pre-
dicament that characterizes decision situations.>® The first level of the
dilemma involves a policy maker’s uncertainty about the motives, inten-
tions, and capabilities of rival or neighboring states. State B, for exam-
ple, observes that state A augments its nuclear force posture, and State
B is uncertain if that posture is meant for deterrence only or if it might
also support an offensive nuclear capacity. The intentions of state A are
opaque to state B's leaders. Accordingly, the second level of predicament
is the policy makers' uncertainty about the proper response to their ri-
val’s perceived threats. State B might or might not do well by developing
or augmenting its own nuclear forces. This is to say, if A’s augmentation
is for deterrence only, B might get away with not responding in kind.
However, can B trust that A’s intentions are limited to deterrence? If not,
then B must respond in kind, even if A initiates a subsequent round of
nuclear force increases.

In this vein, history suggests that state leaders are intensely aware of
their own nuclear predicaments and dilemmas, but they generally lack
empathy regarding their rivals’ predicaments and dilemmas. Moreover,
state leaders are unaware of how their own aggressive policies activate
fear and mistrust in their rivals. For instance, it was only after Mikhail
Gorbachev and Ronald Reagan began to develop a modicum of mutual
trust that Reagan came to understand that Moscow genuinely feared
Washington.?! Thereafter, the two leaders cultivated a mutual awareness
and sensitivity that largely facilitated the historic Intermediate Nuclear
Forces (INF) Treaty of 1987.32 From this case, Booth and Wheeler con-
cluded that
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Gorbachev sought . . . to enter into the counter-fear of Western policy-makers
by designing a set of policies aimed at fundamentally changing Western threat
perceptions. His unilateral promise to cut those combat forces that most wor-
ried NATO planners . . . was arguably the most dramatic act of reassurance
made during his time in office. The episode is a fascinating example of security
dilemma sensibility because it demonstrated that leaders can take steps to in-
crease their security which, far from decreasing the security of their potential
adversary, actually increases the sense of security felt by both sides.*?

In light of this analysis, it would not be surprising if the INF Treaty
would have been included on the 13 points’ list of arms-control mea-
sures had not Gorbachev and Reagan already concluded it. This point
suggests that security-dilemma sensibility is indispensable for realizing
in a morally responsible way any of the concrete measures for nuclear
disarmament—much less an irreversible nuclear disarmament itself.

New Security Narrative(s)

The foregoing preconditions are more likely to take root if the basic
and traditional security narratives that comport with the present inter-
national order are revised or replaced by new security thinking. The de-
bate among security theorists in the last several years reflects this contes-
tation over the need to replace mainstream national or collective security
thinking with conceptions that broaden or deepen the pool of referents
of security.>* 'This is to say, a new international relations security narra-
tive that might undergird political efforts to achieve the 13 steps might
replace realism and its exclusive focus on state security or even a broader
conception of alliance security with a liberal or constructivist notion of
human security. Indeed, this alternative security paradigm is suggested
by Desmond Tutu’s and the ICRC’s and IFRC’s invocation of the hu-
manitarian imperative.?’

But perhaps the most pertinent form of new security thinking for the
purposes of nuclear disarmament arose with the conception of common
security advanced by the Palme Commission in 1982, which concluded
“there can be no hope of victory in a nuclear war, the two sides would
be united in suffering and destruction. They can survive only together.
They must achieve security not against the adversary but together with
him. International security must rest on a commitment to joint survival
rather than on a threat of mutual destruction.”?

This statement suggests that conventional national-security thinking
leads policy makers to believe that security is necessarily produced by the
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actions taken against one’s adversary. This belief is conditioned by the
history of predatory or expansionistic state behavior in which the func-
tions of force—for example, defense, deterrence, and compellence—
comport with securing against such predation.?” In Olof Palme’s view,
however, the conventional security conception is exploded in the wake
of nuclear war. The mutual assuredness of destruction for the United
States, the Soviet Union, and innocent third parties renders the notion
of military victory empty. On the one hand, nuclear war is not a zero-
sum game; it is a negative-sum game for all involved. Security, on the
other hand, must be a positive-sum game in the nuclear era. Collective
security realizes a modicum of security among allies; common security
aims to realize security among rivals and enemies.

The case of Gorbachev is once again illustrative. He had exposure to
the new thinking of the Palme Commission and the antinuclear think-
ing of the Pugwash Conferences.?® In light of the various and severe
economic and political challenges facing the Soviet Union at the time,
Gorbachev began to see Soviet security not in terms of constantly being
against the United States but with it on matters of joint concern. And
although Soviet economic decline weighed heavily on his mind, it was
this new thinking that enabled Gorbachev to act contrary to conven-
tional national-security wisdom, to initiate conciliatory policies towards
the United States at the very time Reagan was undertaking a significant
arms buildup, and eventually to persuade Reagan of the necessity of
eliminating nuclear weapons from the world.*

The upshot is that it is dangerous and morally irresponsible to com-
pel the NWS’s adherence to the 13 points and ultimately nuclear dis-
armament in the absence of new security thinking. Any leader who
remains committed to the old security thinking is likely to look for
opportunities to cheat or subvert an imposed disarmament mandate.
In contrast, leaders motivated by new security thinking are not likely to
look for such opportunities but rather seek to fulfill their disarmament
commitments.

Willingness to Accept the Risks of Vulnerability

A fifth and related precondition of the 13 points and nuclear disarma-
ment is the willingness of heads of state to take the risks of vulnerability
to induce a virtuous cycle of reciprocal acts of cooperation and trust.
For Booth and Wheeler, a durable order of international cooperation

[30]
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and trust depends upon a mutual willingness to put something valu-
able under another actor’s control.#! It is expected that such willingness
is not immediately forthcoming on matters of vital national security,
such as on the possession and control of decisive weapons systems and
related technologies. Unless state leaders have adopted a new and com-
mon security framework or unless they are otherwise pressured to do so,
we would not expect leaders to take the kinds of risks necessary to start
a virtuous cycle of cooperation and trust.

Yet, security cooperation cannot occur without a minimal level of
trust among rivals or enemies. Immanuel Kant frames this as a point
of normativity in his Sixth Preliminary Article for Perpetual Peace: “No
state at war with another shall allow itself such acts of hostility as would
have to make mutual trust impossible during a future peace.”#? Osten-
sibly, the collective interest among the NWS in nonproliferation and
war avoidance has already established a modicum of trust such that each
has put something valuable into the other’s hand. The question is if the
civil-society antinuclear pressures, the sober knowledge of the fragility of
nuclear deterrence, an initial security-dilemma sensibility, and perhaps
a commitment to some new security thinking will pave the ground for
the kind of willingness to become vulnerable suitable to realize the de-
mands of the 13 steps and, ultimately, the Article VI demands of nuclear
disarmament.

The previously mentioned case of Gorbachev’s moves toward concilia-
tion illustrates the effectiveness of his risk taking in this regard. His uni-
lateral decision to initiate arms reductions put at risk the notion of So-
viet strategic parity with the United States. Additionally, when Reagan
refused to reciprocate by putting his plan for strategic missile defense,
or Star Wars, at risk, Gorbachev felt he had no other reasonable alterna-
tive but to “make further conciliatory moves.”#* Such moves included
freeing Russian dissident Andrei Sakharov, putting much of the authori-
tarian system of Soviet governance at risk. Eventually, Reagan and Gor-
bachev agreed on the INF Treaty, even though Reagan never backed off
of his insistence on Star Wars. The upshot is that the willingness to make
oneself vulnerable to an adversary is more likely to secure the central ob-
jective of disarmament, even if the conciliation cannot reach to all other
matters that might have importance.
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A Joint Set of Preconditions

As important as every precondition listed above is, each is more likely
to have substantial or maximal effect if it is activated in concert with
all the others. For instance, the security-dilemma sensibility mutually
exhibited by Gorbachev and Reagan lasted as long as these men held
office. Afterward, the return of security-dilemma insensibility strained
the relationship between the United States and Russia, such that Pres.
Barack Obama and Russian president Vladimir Putin seem unable to
exercise mutual empathy. Even the common security framework and
cooperation that has marked the European Union for a number of years
is fraying under the pressures of nationalism and mistrust.** In the ab-
sence of irresistible and permanent civil-society pressures, a firm and
lasting conviction in the inevitable failure of nuclear deterrence or new
security thinking that displaces the old, it seems that any attempt on
leaders’ parts to cultivate security dilemma sensibility will be eventually
undermined.

Yet, the global civil-society demand for nuclear disarmament (even
though it is not yet irresistible or permanent) on the moral grounds of a
humanitarian imperative would likely insist that states that are commit-
ted to the ends of nuclear disarmament are committed to the means of
disarmament. If the end cannot be achieved in one ambitious and risky
step, then it must be achieved by means such as what are suggested by
the 13 steps. Moreover, if those steps cannot be accomplished in turn,
then the aforementioned demand is translated into one in which states
must commit themselves to the knowledge that nuclear deterrence is
likely to eventually fail, that new security thinking is in order, and that
the security dilemma is better addressed by conciliation rather than se-
curity against one’s enemies. Otherwise, the complex project of nuclear
disarmament cannot be undertaken in a morally and politically respon-
sible manner. “What do international ethics tell us about the project
of states committing to these preconditions,” is the next question to
ask. Is there a harmony among the moral end of nuclear disarmament
and the means to achieve it, or do we find competing moral principles
at play that render the prospect of realizing the preconditions morally
problematic?
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Moral Ends and Moral Means for
International Institutions—A Set of Ethical Dilemmas

In his On the Social Contract, Jean-Jacques Rousseau argues that any
legitimate and sure principle of government aims at bringing together
“what right permits with what interest prescribes so that justice and util-
ity are in no way divided.”®® Rousseau suggests that the terms interest
and wutility refer to morally desirable outcomes and right and justice refer
to actions that morality would affirm. By making this argument, his
aim is to link a concept of legitimacy in governance with the harmony
of moral ends and means. The statements by the moral entrepreneurs
of nuclear disarmament, like the ICRC, IFRC, and Archbishop Tutu,
appear to assume as moral fact what Rousseau proposes conditionally.
This is to say, the antinuclear movement appears to believe that an im-
mediate and complete nuclear disarmament satisfies utility and justice
such that it is necessarily a morally and politically responsible policy
or, in the absence of an immediate and complete disarmament, that an
immediate compliance with the 13 steps reflects the moral harmony
of ends and means and is thus morally and politically responsible. The
argument here is just the opposite; preliminary steps must be taken be-
fore adopting the 13 steps and before nuclear disarmament itself can be
accepted as morally and politically responsible. This argument can be
tested against a series of objections.

Is Inducing a Fear of Nuclear Holocaust Morally Responsible?

Ultimately, one important precondition for realizing the 13 steps
and nuclear disarmament is mobilizing citizens from several N'WS
and NNWS into a global antinuclear movement to demand action.
Accordingly, it seems important that moral entrepreneurs and global
civil-society leaders must first securitize nuclear weapons among indi-
viduals who would join this movement. The act of securitization in-
volves a securitizing agent mobilizing an audience via speech acts to
perceive a threatening other’s act or posture as an extraordinarily danger-
ous and thereby extract the audience’s permission to take emergency
security measures.“® In our case, the securitizing agents are the leaders
of the global antinuclear movement and the initial audiences that must
be addressed are the present and potential members of this movement.*’
Afterward, the roles change somewhat: the main audience of the secu-
ritizing agent (which is now the antinuclear movement as a whole) is
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comprised of governments and citizens of the NWS and key NNWS.
The purpose of the securitization in both stages is to cultivate in the au-
dience a concrete and profound fear of nuclear holocaust such that the
movements members can mobilize a sustained and irresistible demand
for nuclear disarmament and the NWS will accede to the movement’s
demands. However, cultivating such fear risks producing a collective
psychological trauma among the audience that might count as moral
harm to them. Is the cultivation of this kind of fear permissible on hu-
manitarian moral grounds? Is it morally responsible?

The answers to these questions are morally complicated. It must first
be recalled that the securitization of nuclear weapons is undertaken in
the context of their prior deployment by the NWS for war fighting, de-
terrence, or compellence purposes. These deployments were emergency
security measures undertaken after the various NWS governments had
effectively securitized their enemies to their respective citizenries. Re-
call that the United States securitized the Soviets as godless communists
bent on expansion; the Soviets securitized the United States as raven-
ous capitalist expansionists.48 For many Americans and Europeans, the
fear of nuclear war in the aftermath of deterrence failure was palpable,
and some observers made the argument that the experience of this fear
counted as a significant moral harm.* For his part, Steven Lee argued
that the immorality of nuclear deterrence is principally found in the
practice of nuclear hostage holding, where innocent civilians are put at
risk of nuclear war without their consent. For Lee, this meant nuclear
deterrence is immoral even if the hostages are unaware of their condition
and accordingly do not suffer a collective psychological trauma. None-
theless, he claimed that causing such psychological trauma provides an-
other reason for reproaching hostage holding.>® Given this context, how
should our considered moral judgments regard the seeming necessity of
the countersecuritization of nuclear weapons by the antinuclear move-
ment’s leaders and the corresponding production of a concrete and pro-
found fear of nuclear holocaust among movement members—and later
among citizens of the NWS?

Moral consequentialism might claim that the production of this fear
is necessary and therefore morally justifiable or excusable. After all, it
was Reagan’s fear of nuclear holocaust, seemingly activated by watching
a prescreening of the film 7he Day After, that began the long process of

his willingness to listen to and ultimately cooperate with Gorbachev on
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nuclear reductions and the INF Treaty.’! Additionally, Wittner demon-
strates that an appeal to motives independent of fear of nuclear holo-
caust has been insufficient to mobilize the kind of public outcry that can
influence state nuclear policy.”® In both cases, the motivating fear haunts
the actors and drives them to extraordinary actions to prevent the oc-
currence of the object of their fear. Thus, it seems morally necessary to
cultivate a concrete and profound fear of nuclear holocaust among the
members of the antinuclear movement and then citizens of the N'WS.

In contrast, it seems a deontological ethical approach might offer rea-
sons both for and against cultivating this fear. On the one hand, it is at
first sight morally wrong to inflict psychological trauma on people, for
it violates their human rights of personal security to be free from the
threat of harm. Moreover, in accordance with the wrongful intentions
principle, it is wrong for antinuclear movement leaders to intend to
cause psychological trauma among their followers and then on other
individuals.>® Another deontological principle requires that evil should
never be done in order to realize a good.** If this view is decisive, then it
is morally irresponsible or immoral to cultivate a concrete and profound
fear of nuclear holocaust in anyone.

Conversely, one might distinguish between kinds of intentions and
their respective moral valences—namely, the intention to prevent nu-
clear holocaust in contrast to the intention to cultivate a relevant fear for
the purposes of effective antinuclear advocacy. In this view, the intention
behind the countersecuritization of nuclear weapons is straightforwardly
aimed at human security and the just liberation of nuclear hostages. In
the nonideal setting of a nuclear-armed world, it seems that a right in-
tention aimed at doing what is right can excuse or perhaps justify in
moral terms the kind of act that is ordinarily impermissible—especially
if the audience that is responsible for exercising the requisite political
pressure to achieve nuclear disarmament consents to the imposition of
that fear. If this view is decisive, then it is morally responsible or required
to cultivate a concrete and profound fear of nuclear holocaust.

It follows from the preceding four paragraphs that the decision to
cultivate such a fear is hostage to competing moral requirements and,
accordingly, antinuclear movement leaders are caught in a moral di-
lemma. They violate at least one deontological principle if they decide
to cultivate a fear of nuclear holocaust, and they violate at least one
consequentialist and one deontological principle if they decide against
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such action. In the absence of an authoritative metatheoretical argument
that can adjudicate this controversy, it seems that cultivating a concrete
and palpable fear of nuclear holocaust is not a clear morally responsible
course of action.

Is the Cultivation of Security Dilemma Sensibility
Morally Justifiable?

It has been argued that the cultivation of security-dilemma sensibil-
ity among the leaders of rival NWS and key NNWS is important for
their adherence to the 13 steps and ultimately achieving nuclear disar-
mament. At first glance, the exercise of security-dilemma sensibility is
morally uncontroversial, as it aims at producing greater stability and se-
curity and it also seems to comport with the positive formulations of the
wrongful intentions principle and the never evil for good principle.’®
However, it is important to recognize two significant political difficulties
of cultivating security-dilemma sensibility among state leaders and then
determine if these difficulties have moral import.

One difficulty is cultivating security-dilemma sensibility in the face
of determined foreign opposition. In a real sense, the cultivation of
security-dilemma sensibility is a constituent part of inculcating new se-
curity thinking—for example that my state’s security is better conceived
in terms of with and not against our rivals and enemies. Well-known
cases include the French and British resistance to Pres. Woodrow Wil-
son’s attempts at conciliation with Germany in the talks leading up to
the final creation of the League of Nations in 1919, President Reagan’s
initial reaction to Soviet general secretary Gorbachev’s attempts to begin
the process of nuclear arms reductions and nuclear disarmament, and
the Israeli and Sunni Arab states’ resistance to President Obama’s out-
reach to Iran regarding the latter’s nuclear program. From the Booth and
Wheeler account of the Gorbachev case, it is clear that the Soviet leader
was not dissuaded by Reagan’s initial resistance, and Gorbachev eventu-
ally succeeded in facilitating Reagan’s own empathetic stance toward the
Soviet dilemmas. However, the political difficulties of fostering security-
dilemma sensibility do not override the moral imperative to do s0.%°

Another difficulty is cultivating security-dilemma sensibility in the
face of determined domestic political opposition. It is easy to recall a
handful of well-known and relevant cases in US history where attempts
at exercising empathy and conciliation were opposed and sometimes
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defeated: the resistance by President Reagan’s foreign policy advisors and
members of the Republican Senate toward his empathetic response to
Gorbachev and his success in getting a subsequent Democratic Senate
to ratify the INF Treaty, Pres. Bill Clinton’s failed efforts at getting a
Republican Senate to ratify the CTBT, and the bipartisan resistance to
President Obama’s outreach to Iran over that country’s nuclear program.
In each of these cases, the domestic opposition lacked empathy for the
insecurities of the Soviets, the NNWS, and the Iranians, respectively.
Thus, if the only practical option for reversing their insensitivity to oth-
ers’ security dilemmas is to securitize nuclear weapons in the mode dis-
cussed in the previous subsection, then we reengage the question on the
moral responsibility or irresponsibility of cultivating the requisite fear of
nuclear holocaust among the domestic disarmament opponents. Alter-
nately, if another practical option is to politically marginalize one’s do-
mestic opponents and render their opposition irrelevant, then the moral
dilemma of securitization is avoided and the state leader can proceed to
act in ways that are empathetic. This course of action, however, might
trigger the issue of the morality of inducing state vulnerability.

Is Inducing State Vulnerability Morally Responsible?

Theorists of international regimes claim that security cooperation can
be fostered by a state seeking to reassure its rivals or enemies by sending
a costly signal.”” In Gorbachev’s case, he sent a series of costly signals in
the form of concessions to the West that made the Soviets vulnerable.
However, Gorbachev took the gamble because he did not believe the
West would attack if the Soviet Union acted in a nonprovocative way.”®
His domestic opponents believed the opposite or at least believed the
West would not bypass an opportunity to take advantage of the Soviets.
Collectively, the Soviet leadership was uncertain about the US response.
Reagan reciprocated Gorbachev’s costly signal with his own willingness
to proceed toward nuclear disarmament.”® In hindsight, it is clear the
outcomes of Gorbachev’s costly signals were positive for disarmament
advocates, and this gives credence to the idea that his actions were mor-
ally responsible.

However, each decision about sending costly signals to rivals or en-
emies and inducing vulnerability of one’s state is made in the context
of uncertainty about some future act of reciprocation. Unless several
rounds of confidence-building measures have already been completed,
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it is extremely difficult for a state leader to estimate the risks of betrayal
by rivals or enemies if one is the first to send a costly signal. Moral con-
sequentialists who are risk averse would likely argue that inducing state
vulnerability by acceding to the CTBT or committing to a principle
of irreversibility is politically and morally irresponsible. Consequential-
ists who are not risk averse would likely argue the opposite. Kantian
deontologists might apply one or more of the preliminary articles for
perpetual peace to say that state vulnerability is morally required, and
yet some measure of prudence must be retained in deciding on the kind
of signal sent and the means of sending it.% Regarding this approach, a
costly signal that corresponds with moral responsibility is a function of a
nonideal coordination between moral duty and ends-means rationality.

Accordingly, suppose an organized and irresistible global antinuclear
movement succeeds in raising the political costs of NWS’s disarmament
avoidance beyond tolerable levels, and suppose also that not all NWS
leaders have begun to exercise security-dilemma sensibility. The politi-
cal pressures on NWS to induce a virtuous cycle of cooperation or to
reciprocate in turn on nuclear disarmament policies will introduce the
risks of state vulnerability. Any costly signal that one N'WS sends carries
the risk that other NWS or key NN'WS will not reciprocate in relevant
ways. It seems only Kantian deontology can ground an argument that
inducing such vulnerabilities is morally responsible. Moral consequen-
tialist arguments most likely will argue that making states vulnerable
in such ways is morally irresponsible because the risks of betrayal are
too great. Thus, even if these consequentialists accept that a world free
of nuclear weapons is morally preferable to a world of nuclear-armed
states, the risk of acquiring such a world makes inducing state vulner-
ability morally irresponsible. This conclusion is decisive if it is true that
morality follows rationality.®!

It follows from the immediately preceding paragraphs that the ques-
tion of the morality of inducing state vulnerability for the purpose of
achieving conformity to the 13 steps and to the broader moral require-
ment of nuclear disarmament is morally dilemmatic. Unless a virtuous
cycle of cooperation has already been initiated, the chances of moral
failure are significant for leaders who take the first step of sending a
costly disarmament signal. Additionally, in the absence of reliable future
knowledge, the moral arguments for or against inducing state vulner-
ability might be reduced to questions of risk aversion. At any rate, it
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cannot be unambiguously argued that compelling state vulnerabilities in
the name of compliance with the 13 steps or ultimately nuclear disarma-
ment is morally responsible.

Conclusion

The question of the moral imperative of nuclear disarmament in-
volves the question of the morality of its means. This paper accepred as
given the uprightness of disarmament intentions. It also assumed the
moral goodness of the outcome of nuclear disarmament on the grounds
of the humanitarian imperative. However, it problematized the claims
that an immediate nuclear disarmament was necessarily responsible in
moral and political terms and the claims that compliance with any set of
disarmament preconditions is necessarily morally responsible. The core
premise of the argument is that the path to nuclear disarmament is mor-
ally responsible if—and only if—none of the steps on that path violate
some actors’ interests or rights of moral import. Cultivating a concrete
and profound fear of nuclear holocaust among antinuclear activists and
citizens of NWS and key NNWS might well violate moral rights and in-
terests. The cultivation of security-dilemma sensibility seems more likely
to satisfy the requirements of moral responsibility, but such cultivation
motivates the decision to send costly disarmament signals that might
induce significant state vulnerabilities. Additionally, this last precondi-
tion is as or more morally dilemmatic as cultivating a fear of nuclear
holocaust.

The issue here is not to argue decisively that the means of nuclear dis-
armament are morally irresponsible. Rather, the issue is that this ques-
tion is under-theorized. The fields of nuclear ethics and international
security ethics have not yet adequately thought through the details of
the conditions under which “justice and utility are in no way divided”
for the question of nuclear abolition. KY#]_
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Hypersonic Weapons and Escalation
Control in East Asia

Eleni Ekmektsioglou

Abstract

Hypersonic weapons, which can achieve speeds over five times faster
than the speed of sound (Mach 5), are the latest version of precision-
guided munitions (PGM) that are part of the larger family of long-range
strike weapons systems. In the United States, hypersonic weapons are
pursued in the context of the conventional prompt global strike (CPGS)
programs that are most commonly defined by officials as the ones pur-
suing the technology of “high-precision conventional weapons capable
of striking a target anywhere in the world within one hour’s time.”!
Hypersonic weapons have been a reason for concern, especially after the
two Chinese tests in January and August 2014.> However, outside the
United States, nations pursue hypersonic technology in secrecy; there-
fore, we have little information regarding the stage of development the
Russians or Chinese have achieved. Nevertheless, what became evident
from the short period that separated the two Chinese tests is the em-
phasis given to a rapid-paced development and the strategic value of the
new weapon for China.’

While effectiveness is still questionable, long-range, high-precision
weapons that travel at extremely high speeds are a promising new tech-
nology states pursue. Shorter-range hypersonic weapons appear to be a
more feasible technology, while global-range weapons are a goal that is
still far from being reached. Nevertheless, states invest heavily in both
variants, and it appears operational capability is only a question of time.
That said, our theoretical understanding regarding state decisions to
adopt hypersonic weapons and the impact of such systems on state be-
havior, escalatory dynamics, and systemic power distribution needs to

be deepened.4

Eleni Ekmektsioglou is a PhD candidate at the American University School of International Service.
Her research focuses on the impact of military innovation on crisis management. She holds a master’s de-
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This article offers theoretical debates that inform the discussion, first
by analyzing the evolution and rationale for US and Chinese hypersonic
weapons. Secondly, the analysis seeks to understand the escalatory dy-
namics of hypersonic weapons in a conflict scenario in East Asia with a
focus on the US-China relationship.

¥ 3k ok Kk ok

Evolution and Rationale of Hypersonic Weapons

Hypersonic weapons diffusion appears to have started as a technol-
ogy to increase US security against terrorist threats. However, percep-
tions over its offensive and first strike potential increased other states’
fears over the implications of the new technology at the systemic level.
Pur differently, perceptions of the new weapons” impact on the nature
of future systemic outcomes (offense or defense dominance) motivate
states to adopt or reject an innovation in pursuit of security rather than
power maximization.” To support this theoretical suggestion one must
first look at the rationale behind the development of hypersonic weap-
ons in the United States and China. Second, one must investigate the
link between the development of CPGS and ballistic missile defense
(BMD) in the US and Chinese fears of an American disarming preemp-
tive strike, which ultimately led to the Chinese decision of developing
hypersonic weapons.

US Evolution: From Counterterrorism
to Anti-Access/Area Denial

Investments in hypersonic-weapons technology took place in the con-
text of the Pentagon’s CPGS agenda, which in its beginning was bal-
listic technology-dominated. After Congress refused funding for CPGS
options that follow a ballistic trajectory, the Pentagon finally dropped
the ballistic-technology focus. China and Russia expressed fears of war-
head ambiguity and the destabilizing effects from the initiation of the
program.® Russian and Chinese concerns were predicated on the fact
that ballistic trajectories created ambiguities regarding the nature of
the warhead (nuclear or conventional) carried by the delivery system.’
Moreover, the weapons development would have been restricted by the

[44]
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provisions of the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty and Strate-
gic Arms Reduction Treaty. With regard to CPGS missions, the follow-
ing section explains the versatile strategic importance of the program
that allows for the shift of emphasis from counterterrorism and coun-
terproliferation missions during the George W. Bush administration to
survivability and penetrability in anti-access and area-denial (A2/AD)
operational environments during the Obama administration.

The idea of developing a CPGS emerged in the 1970s from a RAND
report and survived until the beginning of the twenty-first century.
RAND recommendations suggested the mating of conventional war-
heads to nuclear delivery systems such as intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles (I(CBM).® The idea gained more traction after the end of the Cold
War, providing the opportunity to capitalize on existing missile systems
to create new capabilities that remain within the conventional scope.
At the strategic level, the fall of the Berlin Wall marked the transition
from the first to the second nuclear age—or the passing from the third
wave of deterrence to the fourth.” Ushering in the second nuclear age
presented the United States with new challenges that traditional deter-
rence based on mutual assured destruction could not necessarily tackle.
In other words, US nuclear threats would not be credible against smaller
powers—mainly rogue states and terrorist organizations—due to the
disproportional nature of the threat. The United States needed the range
and speed of ballistic technology with more accuracy and maneuverabil-
ity but less destructibility. This requirement created the foundation of
the Pentagon’s support for CPGS during the Bush and Obama adminis-
trations and the subsequent turn to hypersonic weapons that offer all of
the above-mentioned strategic options.

Starting from the Bush administration, in 2003 the Pentagon gave
flesh and bones to the CPGS idea. The program sought to provide the
president with the ability to decide and order strikes on a global scale
that could reach their target in less than an hour. Such an option would
decrease reliance on US forward-based forces and avoid concerns about
US casualties due to the enemy’s air defenses.!® US Strategic Command
(USSTRATCOM) established its Joint Functional Component Com-
mand for Global Strike (JFCC-GS) in 2006 with the following mission

statement:

JEFCC-GS is designed to optimize planning, execution and force management
for the assigned missions of deterring attacks against the United States, its ter-
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ritories, possessions and bases . . . it provides integrated global strike capabili-
ties to deter and dissuade threats and when directed defeat adversaries through
decisive joint global kinetic and non-kinetic combat effects.!!

Table 1. Key Differences between the three technological approaches for
conventional hypersonic long-range strike

Terminally Guided | Boost-Glide Hypersonic
Ballistic Missiles Weapons Cruise Missiles
Maximum Range Intercontinental Gilobal Regional
Mid-Course Zero High High
Maneuverability
Terminal Maneuverability Limited or very Medium or Medium or
limited High High
Ballistic over Yes No No
the Majority of Trajectory

{Modified from James M. Acton, Silver Bullet: Asking the Right Questions about Conventional Prompt
Global Strike [Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2013], 36.)

The Bush administration’s more nuanced approach to post—Cold War
volatile threats led to a new triad aimed at reducing the role of nuclear
weapons in US defense policy. The new triad consisted of nonnuclear
strike options, a strong industrial base, and more investments in missile
defenses.'? The 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) takes the no-
tion further, proposing a more tailored deterrence that can remedy the
“one-size-fits-all” traditional approach in an effort to respond to threats
coming from terrorists, nonstate actors, and rogue states.'? In the words
of the report

Consistent with the New Triad priorities developed during the 2001 Nuclear
Posture Review, the force will include a wider range of non-kinetic and conven-
tional strike capabilities, while maintaining a robust nuclear deterrent, which
remains a keystone of U.S. national power. The force will also include integrated
ballistic and cruise missile defenses, and a responsive infrastructure. These capa-
bilities will be supported by a robust and responsive National Command and
Control System, advanced intelligence, adaptive planning systems and an ability
to maintain access to validated, high-quality information for timely situational
awareness. Non-kinetic capabilities will be able to achieve some effects that
currently require kinetic weapons. The Department will fight with and against
computer networks as it would other weapon systems. For prompt global strike,
capabilities will be available to attack fixed, hard and deeply buried, mobile and
relocatable targets with improved accuracy anywhere in the world promptly
upon the President’s order.!4

[46]
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The prompt strike justification was further founded upon the main
conclusions of the National Research Council’s Committee on Con-
ventional Prompt Global Strike Capability report, which determined
that long-range options such as bombers or aircraft carriers could take
hours for deployment depending on their station point.!> At the time,
only ballistic nuclear-tipped missiles could be used in a prompt manner.
However, the high destructibility of these weapons made them undesir-
able. Hence, the administration committed itself to looking at options
that would enhance the conventional arsenal, offering faster, more ac-
curate, and more usable options—or in other words, hypersonic boost-
glide vehicles and cruise missiles.'®

No administration explicitly articulated the missions of CPGS. The
program’s versatile and multifaceted operational potential allows for
funding requests without specifically advocating a concrete mission the
weapons system can serve. Nevertheless, it is logical to argue that it was
mainly the strategic environment that dictated strategic thinking regard-
ing CPGS missions in each period. During the Bush administration,
CPGS was primarily directed toward counterterrorism operations tar-
geting counterproliferation efforts or gatherings of terrorists. Conven-
tional long-range, prompt strikes can more effectively deter terrorists,
since the US threat is more capable and materially implementable (de-
terrence by denial). With regard to rogue states, CPGS can offer feasible
preemptive options that will prevent the adversary from being able to
use its forces. Moreover, CPGS reinforces deterrence by punishment,
given that once the target has been located and identified, conventional
strikes can hit it. The new term that arose from this strategic thinking is
coined “counternuclear” strikes, as it is broader than counterforce since
it instead targets nuclear warheads; command, control, communica-
tions, computers, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (C4ISR)
systems; and production and storage facilities.!” Finally, CPGS, after
the Chinese antisatellite (ASAT) test in 2007, was also considered as a
plausible option for use against missile strikes that aim to degrade the
US CA4ISR systems (decapitation strategies) and therefore cripple the
American war effort.!®

The Obama administration continued the policy as it was articulated
in the QDRs of 2001 and 2006 with further investments in BMD and
CPGS. However, the focus appears to be shifting from time-urgent and
pop-up targets to missions that require high survivability of weapons
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that need to travel in environments where access is denied. Hence, the
2010 QDR talks about possible combat scenarios in theaters of opera-
tions characterized by A2/AD components:

U.S. forces must be able to deter, defend against, and defeart aggression by poten-
tially hostile nation-states. This capability is fundamental to the nation’s ability
to protect its interests and to provide security in key regions. Anti-access strate-
gies seek to deny outside countries the ability to project power into a region,
thereby allowing aggression or other destabilizing actions to be conducted by the
anti-access power. Without dominant U.S. capabilities to project power, the in-
tegrity of U.S. alliances and security partnerships could be called into question,
reducing U.S. security and influence and increasing the possibility of conflict.!

'The Obama administration goes so far as to advocate for the devel-
opment of a family of long-range systems at the heart of which lies the
CPGS program. The Pentagon has undertaken a study on the “combi-
nation of joint persistent surveillance, electronic warfare, and precision-
attack capabilities, including both penetrating platforms and stand-off
weapons whose results will inform the FY12-17 defense program.”?
Setting aside the austere fiscal environment, from the long-range family
of systems, hypersonic versions of CPGS appea<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>